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Daf Yomi - The Full Daf - Elucidated Talmud - Navy & Gold Edition - with Rashi

LJ THE SUGYA

We start off on our daf with a fascinating shakla v'tarya regarding the status of non-kosher eggs. The Gemara is bothered by a
kasha froma baraita: do regular non-kosher eggs actually impart flavor and forbid a mixture, or is this din davka by an egg that
already has a chick formed inside it? We sce a beautiful back-and-forth as the Gemara tries to resolve the true p'shat of the

baraita and whether the Tanna is talking about a real non-kosher egg ora kosher egg with a chick.

Fromthere, the Gemara moves into practical shailos of bittul, nullification, and how we measure the required ratios. We learn
about real-life ma'aschs that came before the Amoraim, including a case of forbidden fat where they discussed whether we
can include the meat absorbed in the walls of the pot to help nullify the issur, and another case dealing with a half-shiur of
forbidden fat. This leads into a major discussion of the shiur of bittul b'shishim, sixty times, and how the Chachamim of
different generations calculated these ratios in practice.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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The Mishnah's ruling that an egg can forbid other food applies specifically with an egg that contains a chick, which has a strong

flavor, but a regular non-kosher egg does not impart flavor and therefore does not forbid other food.
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Rav Idi bar Avin raised an objection to him froma baraita: If there are kosher eggs that one boiled with non-koshereggs,

if there is in them enough to impart flavor, they are all forbidden. This proves that non-kosher eggs do indeed impart flavor!
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Abaye answered: Here too, the baraita is dealing with an egg of a kosher bird that contains a chick. And why does the baraita

call it "non-kosher"? Since it has a chick in it which makes it forbidden, the Tanna calls it "non-kosher".
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The Gemara asks: But from the fact that the latter clause teaches: Eggs that one boiled and a chick was found in one of

them, if there is in them enough to impart flavor, they are all forbidden, by implication, in the first clause we are




dealing with an egg that does not have a chick in it, and yet it is called non-kosher!
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The Gemara answers: The latter clause is not a separate case; rather, it is explaining the first clause, asif to say: Koshereggs
that one boiled with non-kosher eggs, if there is in them enough to impart flavor, they are all forbidden. How so? For

example, where one boiled them and a chick was found in one of them.
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The Gemara notes: So too it is reasonable to explain the baraita this way, for if it should enter your mind to say that the first
clause is dealing with an egg that does not have a chick in it, now that we are told thatan egg which does not have a chick

in it makes the mixture forbidden, is it necessary to teach a case where it has a chick in it? That would be obvious!
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The Gemara rejects this proof: If it is because of that argument, it is no proof, for one can say that the Tanna taught the
latter clause to reveal the true meaning of the first clause, so that youshould not say: The first clause is only where it has
achick init, but if it does not have a chick init, it is permitted. Therefore, the Tanna taught the latter clause and
specified that it has a chick in it, so that by implication, the first clause must be dealing with an egg that does not have a

chick init,and evenso itis forbidden.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara relates: There was a certain olive-bulk of forbidden fat that fell into a pot of meat. Rav Asi thought to

measure the ratio of nullification by including the meat that the pot had absorbed, to help nullify the fat.
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The Rabbis said to Rav Ashi regarding this: Is that to say that the pot absorbed the permitted meat, but did not absorb
the forbidden fat? Since it absorbed both, you cannot include the absorbed meat to nullify the fat.
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There was another incident where a certain half-olive-bulk of forbidden fat fell into a pot of meat. Mar bar Rav Ashi

thought to measure the nullification with thirty half-olive-bulks of meat, thinking that since a half-measure is only rabbinically




forbidden, we do not require sixty times its volume.
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His father, Rav Ashi, said to him: Did I not tell younot to treat measures lightly even with regard to Rabbinic

prohibitions?
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And furthermore, didn't Rabbi Yochanan say: A half-measure is forbidden from the Torah? Therefore, it requires sixty

times its volume to be nullified, just like a full measure.

STATEMENT
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Rav Shemen bar Abba said that Rav Idi bar Idi bar Gershom said that Levi bar Perata said that Rabbi Nachum said that
Rabbi Biryam said in the name of a certain elder, and Rabbi Yaakov was his name, who said that the house of the Nasi

said: A non-kosher egg mixed in sixty eggs is forbidden, but in sixty-one eggs it is permitted.
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Rabbi Zeira said to Rav Shemen bar Abba: See that you are fixing a limit of permission in this matter, for the two

giants of the generation did not clarify this matter.
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These two giants were Rabbi Yaakov bar Idi and Rabbi Shmuel bar Nachmani, both of whom said in the name of Rabbi

Yehoshua ben Levi: A non-kosher egg mixed in sixty is forbidden, but in sixty-one it is permitted.
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And a dilemma was raised by them: When he said "in sixty-one,” does that mean sixty-one eggs together with it, the non-

kosheregg, or perhaps sixty-one eggsbesides it?
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And they did not resolve the dilemma, and yet the Master, Rav Shemen, resolves it as a certainty that it means sixty-one

including the forbidden egg!

STATEMENT
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It was stated that Rabbi Chelbo said that Rav Huna said: A non-kosher egg mixed in sixty kosher eggs and itself making

sixty-one is forbidden; but if there are sixty-one kosher eggs and itself making sixty-two, it is permitted.
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There was a certain person who came before Rabban Gamliel the son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with a mixture of kosher

and non-kosher food. Rabban Gamliel said to him: My father did not measure sixty, but permitted a mixture that had only

forty-seven times the permitted food, and I will measure and permit even with forty-five times the permitted food.

STATEMENT
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There was another certain person who came before Rabbi Shimon the son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Shimon said
to him: My father did not measure sixty, but permitted a mixture that had only forty-five times the permitted food, and I will

measure and permit even with forty-three times the permitted food.

STATEMENT
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There was another certain person who came before Rabbi Chiyya with a mixture. Rabbi Chiyya said to him: Is there at

least thirty times the permitted food against the forbidden food?
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The Gemara asks: Is the reason he asked this because there is not thirty, but if there is thirty, we measure and permit? Do we

not require sixty?
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Rabbi Chanina said: It was an exaggeration. Rabbi Chiyya knew there was sixty, and merely asked if there was even thirty.
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Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: All forbidden foods in

the Torah are nullified in sixty times their volume.

QUESTION
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Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzchak said before him: Rabbi, do yousayso?
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This is what Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: All forbidden foods in the

Torah are nullified only in one hundred times their volume!
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And both of themlearned it only from the "cooked shoulder” of the ram of the Nazir, as it is written: "And the Kohen
shall take the cooked shoulder, etc.” And it is taught in a baraita: "Cooked" means that it is cooked together with the rest

of the ram, and the Torah permits the ramto the Nazir despite the absorbed flavor of the holy shoulder.
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STATEMENT
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The word "cooked” in the pasuk is only coming to teach us that the foreleg must be cooked while it is whole, meaning it cannot

be cut up into pieces before cooking.
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Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai says: The word "cooked" is only coming to teach us that it must be cooked together with the

rest of the ram in the same pot.
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The Gemara clarifies: According to the first version of their machlokes, everyone agrees that one cooks the foreleg together

with the ram.
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But one Master, the Tanna Kamma, holds that the kohen cuts it off the ram first, and then cooks it in the same pot with the

rest of the ram. Since it was cut off, we need the word "cooked” to teach us that it must still be cooked whole.
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And one Master, Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai, holds that one cooks it while still attached to the ram, and then cuts it off after

cooking. Therefore, he does not need a word to teach that it must be whole, so he uses "cooked” to teach that it must be cooked




together with the ram.

EXPLANATION
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And if you want, say an alternative version of their machlokes: Everyone agrees that one cuts it off first, and then cooks it.

I

PLANATION
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However, one Master, Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai, holds that one cooks it together with the ram,

EXPLANATION
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and one Master, the Tanna Kamma, holds that one cooks it in another pot entirely, separate from the rest of the ram.
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So, according to the first version of the machlokes, the idea that the foreleg is cooked with the ramis according to everyone;

according to the latter version, it is only according to Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai.

EXPLANATION
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The Gemara now explains the source for the shiurim of nullification: The one who says that bitul is in sixty, holds that we
measure the ratio of the meat and bones of the foreleg toge ther with the meat and bones of the rest of the ram, and it turns

out to be a ratio of one in sixty.

EXPLANATION
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And the one who says that bitul is in one hundred, holds that we measure only the meat of the foreleg toge ther with the

meat of the rest of the ram, excluding the bones, and it turns out to be a ratio of one in one hundred.

QUESTION
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The Gemara asks: And do we really learn the general halachos of bitul from here, from the nazir's ram? But isn't it taught ina

braisa regarding the nazir's ram: "This is a case of permitted food that comes froma category of forbidden food"?
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Now, what does this restrictive word "This is" come to exclude? Is it not to exclude all other forbidden foods in the

Torah, to teach us that only here is the forbidden flavor nullified, but elsewhere we do not say it is nullified?

ANSWER
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Abaye said: This exclusion is only necessary according to Rabbi Yehuda, who says thata species inits own species is
not nullified. Therefore, the braisa comes to teach us that here, in the case of the nazir's ram, the flavor of the foreleg is

nullified even though it is meat in meat.
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The Gemara asks: If so, let Rabbi Yehuda learn from here asa general rule that all mixtures of min b'mino should be nullified!

n1°%3

T -

SPRIRPIINPIOTTNOTN2ITINN TYWI 0TI T BTR AR K

The Gemara answers: The Merciful One revealed regarding Yom Kippur, "And he shall take from the blood of the bull and
from the blood of the goat,” which teaches that even though both of them are mixed together, and there is much more bull

blood, they are not nullified because the Torah still refers to themas separate entities.
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The Gemara asks: And what did you see that makes you decide that we should learn from that pasuk of the blood to say min

b'mino is not nullified? Le t us learn from this case of the nazir's ram that it is nullified!
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The Gemara answers: The case of the nazir's ramis a novelty, because normally we are not allowed to nullify a prohibition ab

initio, yet here the Torah commands us to cook themtogether. And we do not learn general halachos from a novelty.
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The Gemara challenges: If so, that we cannot learn from the nazir's rambecause it is a novelty, then for the shiurim of one

hundred and sixty, we should also notlearn fromhere!
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The Gemara answers: Is it to say that we are learning this as a leniency? We are learning it as a stringency! Because by
Torah law, any mixture is nullified by a simple majority, and it is only because we learn from the nazir's ram that we require sixty

or one hundred.
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Rava said a different explanation of the braisa's exclusion: This is only necessary for the rule of taste is like the substance
itself, which in the case of kodashimis forbidden, meaning that if kodashim flavor is absorbed into other food it makes it
forbidden. Therefore, the braisa comes to teach us that here, in the case of the nazir's ram, the rest of the ramis permitted to

non-kohanim despite absorbing the flavor of the foreleg.




SUMMARY

The Gemara first clarifies that a non-kosher egg only forbids a mixture if it contains a chick, which has a strong flavor, and
resolves a baraita that seemed to suggest otherwise. We then learn that we cannot include the meat absorbed in the walls of a
pot to help nullify forbidden fat, and that even a half-measure of issur requires sixty times its volume to be nullified because a
half-measure is still forbidden min haTorah. Finally, the Gemara discusses the exact shiur of bittul for eggs and other forbidden
foods, analyzing whether we need sixty or sixty-one, and recounts several ma'asehs where the Nasi's family and other
Tannaim permitted mixtures with even fewer ratios, which the Gemara explains were either specific to their unique cases or

said as an exaggeration when sixty was actually present.

TWYN? WHAT TO TAKE HOME

In our sugya, we see the great Rav Ashi correcting his son, Mar bar Rav Ashi, who wanted to be mekil on a half-shiur of
forbidden fat, thinking that since it was less than the standard shiur, we could treat the laws of nullification more lightly. Rav
Ashi gave hima sharp but loving rebuke: "Did I not tell you not to treat measures lightly even with regard to Rabbinic
prohibitions?” He reminded him that a half-measure is still forbidden from the Torah, and we must treat every single detail of

halachah with absolute seriousness.

Lichoira, we sometimes fall into the same trap in our daily avodas Hashem. We tell ourselves, "It's just a small thing, it's nota
major d'oraisa,"” or "This is only a chumra, it doesn't really touch the core of the halachah.” We try to make calculations and
find leniencies in areas where we should be standing strong. But a Yid who lives with yiras Shamayim understands that there
are no "small" things when it comes to the ratzon of Hashem. Every single halachah, every rabbinic fence, and every detail of

a mitzvah is a precious diamond.

When we treat the small details with respect, we build a fortress around our neshama. The moment we start to "treat measures
lightly"” and make compromises on the minor things, the yetzer hara finds an opening to make us compromise on the big
things. Our strength as Torah Jews is that we treat a half-shiur with the same gravity as a full shiur, because both represent the

will of our Creator.

Today, choose one small halachah or custom that you usually treat lightly or rush through, such as saying a berachah slowly
word-by-word, or being careful with a minor detail of hilchos Shabbos, and fulfill it with the utmost care and seriousness,

showing Hashem that every detail of His Torah is precious to you.
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